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OPINION 670

DENDBOCTONUSERICHSON, 1836 (INSECTA, COLEOPTERA):

DESIGNATION OF A TYPE-SPECIES UNDERTHE PLENARY
POWERSWITHADDITION OF TOMICUSLATREILLE, [1802-1803]

TO THE OFFICIAL LIST

RULING. —(1) Under the plenary powers all designations of type-species for

the nominal genus Dendroctonus Erichson, 1836, made prior to the present

Ruling are hereby set aside and the nominal species Bostrichus micans

Kugelmami, 1794, is hereby designated to be the tj^e-species of that genus.

(2) The following generic names are hereby placed on the Official List of

Generic Names in Zoology with the NameNumbers specified :

(a) Dendroctonus Erichson, 1836 (gender : mascuUne), type-species, by
designation under the plenary powers in (1) above, Bostrichus micans

Kugelmami, 1794 (Name No. 1547) ;

(b) Tomiciis Latreille, [1802-1803] (gender : mascuUne) tj'pe-species, by
monotyp3% Dermestes piniperda Linnaeus, 1758 (Name No. 1548).

(3) The following specific names are hereby placed on the Official List of

Specific Names in Zoology with the NameNumbers specified :

(a) micans Kugelmami, 1794, as pubhshed in the binomen Bostrichus micans

(type-species of Dendroctonus Erichson, 1836) (Name No. 1923) ;

(h) piniperda Linnaeus, 1758, as pubhshed in the bmomen Dermestes

piniperda (tjrpe-species of Tomicus Latreille, [1802-1803]) (Name No.

1924).

(4) The following generic names are hereby placed on the Official List of

Rejected and Invalid Generic Names in Zoology with the Name Numbers
specified :

(a) Bla-stophagus EichhoflF, 1864, a junior objective sjaionym of Tomicus
Latreille, [1802-1803] (Name No. 1639)

;

(b) Myelophilus EichhofiF, 1878, a junior objective sjTionym of Tomicus
Latrefile, [1802-1803] (Name No. 1640)

;

(c) Blastophagus Gravenhorst, 1827, a nomen nudum (Name No. 1641).

HISTORY OF THE CASE (Z.N.(S.) 467)

The present case was first submitted to the Office of the Commission by
Prof. H. Boschma on behalf of the Committee on Nomenclature of the

Netherlands Entomological Society. The information, provided by the late

Dr. K. W. Dammerman, was, however, incomplete, and was later discovered

to be incorrect in one aspect. A full account of the liistory of this application

was given by Dr. W. E. Chmamhis report published on 5 December 1960 in

Bull. zool. Nomencl. 18 : 69-72. Dr. China's proposals were supported by
Dr. J. B. Wiebes and Dr. F. G. Browne.

On 13 February 1961, Dr. Stephen L. Wood submitted to the Commission
a coimter-proposal involving the generic names Tomicus and Dendroctonus,
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not taken into account in the previous application. Dr. Wood's application waspublished on 10 November 1961 in Bull, zool Nomencl. 18 : 319 Pubhcmtice of the possible use of the plenary powers in the present case wa^ givenm both the above-mentioned parts of the Bulletin as well as to the other
prescribed serial publications (Bull. zool. Nomencl. 4 : 51-56) and to seven
entomological serials^ Upon reading Dr. Wood's apphcation Dr. ChinaDr. Wiebes and Dr. Bro^™e withdrew their support of the original proposalsm favour of those of Dr. Wood (Bull. zool. Nomencl. 19 : 38). Dr Oswaldreck also commented upon the case.

DECISION OP THE COmnSSION
On 25 July 1962 the Members of the Commission were mvited to voteamder the Three-Month Rule on Votmg Paper (62)29 either for or against the

proposals set out in Bull. zool. Nomencl. 18 : 321. At the close of the

foUows
""^ ^^"""^ °'' ^^ ^'*°^^' ^^^^ *^^ '*^*^ ""^ ^^^ ^«*"^g ^^« ^^

Aflarmative Votes-twenty-three (23), received in the follo^.-ing order-Chma, Holthuis, Obruchev, Riley, Evans, Mayr, Key, Uchida, Binder, MillerBoschma Jacze^^^ki Lemche, Yokes, Tortonese, StoU, Bering, Borchsenius'Brmck, Mertens, PoU, Alvarado, Bonnet.
ui,enius.

Negative Votes—two (2) : do Amaral, Kiihnelt.
On Leave of Absence—three (3) : Bradley, Munroe, Prantl.
Votmg Papers not returned— one (1) : Hemming
In returning his Voting Paper Prof. W. Kiihnelt made the foUowing com-ment

: 1 do not see why the generic name Myehphilus EichhoflF, 1878 which
IS mcurrent use, especially in forest entomology, should be replaced by Tomicm,
the status of which is rather dubious since it has been used as a junior synonym
ot Ips by many authors." ^

Original References

T • T"^ {""J^^J^^ f ^ ^^^ """^^^^ references for the names placed on Official
Lists and Indexes by the Ruling given in the present Opinion •

Blastophagus Eichhoff, 1864, Berlin ent. Z 8 25
Blmtopha^v^ Gravenhorst, 1827, Uebers Arh. Verand. schks. Ges. vaferldnd

Cultur, Breslau, 1826 : 23
Dendroctmius Erichson, 1836, Arch. Naturgesch. 2(1) • 52
micans Bostrichus, Kugehnann, 1794, Mag. Lieh. Ent. [Schneider's] 5 : 523
Myehphilus EichhoflF, 1878, Stettin. Ent. Ztg. 39 : 400
piniperda, Dermestes, Linnaeus, 1758, Syst. Nat. (ed 10) 1 • 355
Tomicus Latreille, [1802-1803], Hist. nat. gen. partic. Cru^t. Ins. 3 : 203

CERTIFICATE
I certify that the votes cast on Voting Paper (62)29 were cast as set out

above, that the proposal set out in that Voting Paper has been duly adopted
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under the plenary powers, and that the decision so taken, being the decision

of the International Commission, is truly recorded in the present Opinion

No. 670.

W. E. CHINA
Acting Secretary

International Commission on

Zoological Nomenclature

London
12 November 1962

REPLY TO THE COMMENTBY H. LEMCHEAND R. H. PARKERON
THE PROPOSEDSTABILISATION OF THE GENERIC NAME GARI

SCHUMACHER,1817. Z.N.(S.) 1461

By L. R. Cox (British Museum (Natural History), London)

It is evident from a remark in their " Comment " (1962, Bull. zool. Nomencl.

19 : 376) that Drs. Lemche and Parker have misimderstood my reference to a
" lectotype " in a letter to them. The reason must be that they have overlooked

my supplementary note (1961, ibid. 18 : 226) to the original petition. In that note

I designated, as lectotype of the nominal species Gari vulgaris Schumacher, the

original of Chemnitz's pi. 10, fig. 92. This action was necessary because, although

the inclusion of Tellina gari Linnaeus in Schtimacher's sjmonymy of Qari vulgaris

rendered the latter the type species of Gari, this did not mean that the type

specimen of Tellina gari became that of Gari vulgaris. I endeavoured, however,

to choose as lectotjrpe of Gari vulgaris a specimen belonging to the same zoological

species as myproposed neotype of Tellina gari.

My decision that Chemnitz's pi. 10, fig. 92, could be taken to represent the

typical Tellina gari was largely based on the fact that, as explained by Chemnitz

(1782) in his text, the figured specimen was supplied by Spengler from his own
collection as an authentic example of the Linnean species. Drs. Lemche and
Parker argue that 16 years later (1798) Spengler excluded fig. 92 from fiu-ther

consideration as the forma typica of the species by referring to it as the
" artsforandring "6. As I interpret Spengler's meaning, however, Chemnitz's

fig. 93, cited on the previous page, represented an " artsforandring " a, and I

suggest that " artsforandring " merely meant " variety ". Thus a and b were

regarded as two varieties of Tellina gari and neither was considered the more
typical. It would in any case be expected that in 1782, only four years after the

death of Linnaeus, Spengler would have remembered more about the identity of

that worker's species than 16 years later.

Drs. Lemche and Parker suggest that Schumacher's figured specimen of Gari

vulgaris was the actual one represented in Chemnitz's fig. 93, which they re-figure

as their proposed neotype of Tellina gari. As the hinge teeth represented in

Schumacher's figures are about three times the size of those of Chemnitz's specimen

or any of the examples of its species (Gari amethystus (Wood)) that I have examined,

I am not convinced by this suggestion.


